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Prefacao

Evaluation of the qducational progress of handicapped

children and evaluation of the programs in which they

are placed has becn an ongoing concern  for parents,
teachers, administrators, and researchers. The passage

of Public Law 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped
Children Act of 1975, has emphasized the need for account-
ability--both for progress made by individual children and
for overall effectiveness of special education programs.

The state directors of special education in Region 3
(which includes Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico,
Utah and the Bureau of Indian Affairs schools) requested

. the Southwest Regional Resource Center (SRRC) to address

the problem of measuring the effectiveness of resource
programs—--programs that serve handicapped children for
that part of the day when they leave the regular class-

.room for intensified special help.

The SRRC obtained the services of two consultants to pre-
pare a process model and to conduct a limited field test
of the model. The consultants retained were Dr. Betty D.
Harrison, ccordinator of special education at Brigham _
Young University, and Mrs. Tribly Dallon, doctoral candi-
dat= at BYU and an experienced resource teacher. Special
ecmphasis was to be given to measuring the effectiveness
of the programs and the progress of handicapped children
in the terms laid out in PL 94-142. ' o

.This document contains the process model and forms uti-

lized by the consultants, a report on the field test, and
conclusions and recommendations. The model and the field
test are discussed in the two major sections of this. book.

1+ is hoped that special education teachers and adminis-
trators at the state, intermediate and local levels through-
out Region 3 will find here basic information upon which

can be built the unique evaluation structures needed to
assure that individual handicapped children receive appro-
priate services, that effective programs are stengthened

and maintained and that programs which might fall short .

are upgraded to meet legal requirements.

This document, like others produced by the SRRC, is not
seen as a final statement on how to solve a specific prob-
lem; it is seen as one step in an ongoing process toward. .
more appropriate educational services for handicapped
childrenh and youth. . , : o :
- . © H. Wayne Johnson
"Director, SRRC
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dntrochug ton

Mot vy o the Baonbreapned han evolved hronah 1 he
Pedd T coe i v o rontee o off Lhe innitntions ov
oo by ot Lhe nibnetacnth contary to o the prosent
el s pesionreo pragrams based upon thoe promise
Fooat the hoand canpad abild chould remain in the least
rostrictdve cot ting,  Thig trend has resnlted in the
Plocemont o ol lren with a variety of handicaps--
Torning divabilition, montal retavdation, cmotional
distuarhoneo, comnmmication disorders, motor impairment--
it Lhe rostar Gloassreom For a major portion of each
pebool chve wilh sheeial support services hoeing provided

by Phe rosaureo program.

Alttoualy e bas been o similar trend toward training
resotr s ceen horg tao b "goneralists" who can adapt the
SUphart e rienns to thie noeds of each handicapped child,
Lnoact it g rosonren beachers have found themeselves
cate el by trgined butt placed in a setting requiring
gencralist proecoluves, The problem has been intensified
in.they rural aveas where the availability of ancillary
speacialists s limited, and the resource teacher may find
that the vesponsibility for identification, placement,
gqoal selection, diagnosis, programming, teaching strategies,
evaluation of proaress, and accountability rests with the
Cresouree program,  This has resulted all too frequently

in the placomant of handicapped children in resource pro-
grams whore the goals and strategies become the same for

ail children reogardless of handicapping condition. Urban
areas have experienced similar problems due to the large
numbher of ¢hildren requiring services.

It is recognized that there are commonalities among handi-
capping conditions as well as commonalities between handi-
capped and nonhandicapped children which should.be consid-
ered, but it is also recognized that this is a departure from
the individualization concept upon which programs for the
handicapped have been hased and which has been mandated

by both federal and state legislation. Funding is granted

on cateqorical eligibility; quality as well as quantity

in educating the handicapped must be considered in order

to determine whether or not funding is justified.

The lack of a process model for determining the progress
of hardicapped children in resource settings has been a
problem for federal, state and district administrative
personnal who must evaluate programs and determine eligi-
bility for funding.
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e o T N KR Cowhiioh u'\'ire,\f' Yo ety
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NN : T oo s G i ade )l e te o e qeeonnt
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VU n L s romouree poeeraemg inte o saimi tar e forng

' Sl el e e e Ny o e T iony pracedure whorehocan

' e b e a8 beraneng vt still cttoetively

veetc et ch b i gran g prorreaes,
M et Lo nedd tes doal o with Five types of exception-
bt S e

Pt Pirgabid Tities (LD)

Pan ot o by Handicarping Conditions: (BH)
.o bbnoalbdde Montal rRetardation (FMR)

1. notor ilandicapping Conditions (MA)

5.0 Cemmondcation Disorders (CD).

These handiceapping conditions would normally be in the
mild or roderate range in order to justify placement in

a resourco nrogram.  The steps in the model should also
By o b oabited e Gther areas of handicap for which the
regonroe ot i wonld he aopropriate; however, it would
oo s onaad rhat the toacher would possess highly special-
ived okill. (Braille, sign language for the deaf, ctc.)

N in aldiit o to the usnal training for a resource teacher.
Likewise, the severely handicapped child would normally
be placed in a2 more restrictive setting in order that ”
his needs might be more adeguately met.

The model is based upon the requirements outlined in
Public Law (PL) 94--142, The Fducation for All Handicapped
Childran act of 1975. Perhaps one of the most important
aspects of the Act is the roquirement of the development
at the schoo!l district level of an "individualized cduca-
+tion proaram" for each and every handicapped child served.
The Act defines this as
... writton statement for each handicapped child
Aeraloned 1n any meetina by a representacive of
tier local educational agency or an intermediate
ndaestaontt unit who shall be qualified to pro-
vide, nr o osnnervise the provision of, specially
Jdegioned instruction to meet the unique needs of
o : 12
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priate. such child, which statement sha)l include
(A)-a statement: of the present levels of educational
norformancn of such ahi?d, (B) a statement of annual

dnsin, inoladina short-ferm instructignal objectives,
(C) a statement of the specaific 2ducational services
to be provicded to such child,-and the oxtent to which
such ehild will be able to participate in regular:
educa*ional programs. (M) the projected date for
initiation and anticipated duration of such services,
anil, (F) arp-opriate ohjective criteria and evalu-
ation orocredutres and schedules for determining, on

2% lenst-an annual basl., whether instructional

objectives are baing achieved.

I

Thess individual plans must be developed by appropriate |
orofessional persounel Jn the school district in consulta-
rzon WLth thﬁ parent, and if possible, the child himself.

The duc pLOCcQS requirements in PIL 93-380 are refined in

PIJ

a4~ 2, “These include the right of the _parent to
ic>*w1n- his.child's educational records; to request inde- -

- pendent, evaluation of the child; to written prior notice
. if the school proposes to initiate or change, or refuses
~to initiate Or change, the identification, evaluation or
cdncational placement of the child; informed consent -
inciuding information in the nati've language; and an

impartial“due process hearing and appeal.

.

.. PL 94 142° prov1des for federal funds to be granted to

tHe local oﬂucatlonal agency (LEA) based upoOn a master
plan for serving-the handicapped of the state. An

gdndidapnnd,children,.the feacher, the parents \ )
- Jor quardian of such c¢hild, and, whenovey/appro—

1ncrea51ng percmntage of federal funds will be passed
on to the LEA“cver the projected years through 1982.

EQaluation of the effectiveness 6f iRdividualizsd in= """ """~
- “structiony “least restr;ctlve placement and procedures. to

prevent érroneous cla551f1catlon of children must be
prov1déd

HInasmuch as resource programs have become a- prevalent
option for placing handicapped children in the least
“restrictive setting, the necessity for detérmining the
effectiveness of such programs will be felt by the LEA,

SEA (state. educational agency) and federal agencies.

”Tﬁe’gteaﬁégfmiﬁﬁéCt7%h6WéVer, will be on the personnel

in each individual school and particularly'on the

esource teacher-who is responsible for dlrect dellvery

of serviees to handlcapped children.
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The process mordel represents a sequence of steps to bao
followed in evaluating the effectiveness of a resource
" program. It 1s recognized that the specific individ- .
uwalization for each handicapped child should be'reviewed
at least arnually. The process model may be applied to0
the evaluation of an individual child's program or to
_thé evaluaticn of the total resource program in a school,
district or state. An evaluation may be requested by
+the state educational agency, the local educational agency
or a parent with cencern for a particular child. Most
’ avaluations, however, will probably be performed to
" derermine eligilbiility for funding as required under
PI, 94-147. : .

mvaluation Procedures

o

res .2 proqram is initilated, only by followiny a

crnsistent patinrn designed to meet both guality and
guantityv control can personnel prepare for a valid eval-
:nation of the effectiveness of the-program in meeting the:
needs of handicapped children. Personnel in-effective

) « resource programs should be prepared for program evalu-
atier at all times; however, if a comprehensive evalu-
ation of all resource programs within a large district,
region or state is to be conducted, advance planning and

preparation are necessary. ;

Preparation for cvaluation should begin at the time a

=1
-
4
4
.

Timeline for Comprehensive Evaluation S

1

: : , L
A suggested schedulie of evaluation.activitiés and arrange-
ments is graphically portrayed in Figure 1, page 8.
. Adaptatigns will be necessary to meet the /needs of each
e —__gituation;_ however, the intervening time between the

request for evaluation and dissemination of ~the results;

“

should ‘be as short as possible. This ig essenti?
order to maintain a high level of indi idual commiiine
on the ‘part of the staff and to maximiZze benefits to
individual handicapped students for whom changes in pro-

cedure may be necessary as a result of the evaluation.

e

If the evaluation of the effectiveness of resource pro-
grams within a school district is.’to be included in an.
“evaluation of all special ‘education seryices within the
district, the detailed procedures outlined in .a report
submitted to the Division of Instructional Support Ser-
. vices, Utah State Roard of Education on July 15, 1974
‘mav be helpful. The title ¢f" the report is "A Process

[y
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i

Cumulative
Time

Maximum
Time for
Each Step

i

i
|

Week 1

At least
5 weeks .
prior to
visit '

Week 2

At least
4 weeks
prior to
visit

Week 3

At least
3 weeks
prior to
visit

Week 4

At least
2 weeks

prior to
visit

Week 5

At least
1 week
prior to
visit

‘Week 6

Evaluation
team visit

Week 8

Not more
than 2
weeks
after
visit

Week 9

Not more
than 3
weeks
after
visit

Week 10 -

Not more |
than 4
weeks
after
visit

Ohgoing

Follow~
up v

Request for evaluation received.

<

Informal planning dgeting(s) held for

SEA and LEA evaluation coordinators. e

t

¢
Written notice and explanation of
evaluation sent. °

- t N
Questionnaires sent to parent's home .
either by mail or through resource

teachers.
.'b: : Q

Data gathering procedures established

by SEA and LEA coordinators to include
school schedules, staff assignments,
student names or codes. Questionnaires
distributed to classroom teachers and !
ancillary personnel.

Evaluation team visit conducted. Staff
preparation rfieeting held. Questionnaires
collected from classroom teachers, students,
ancillary personnel, and parents by staff
responsible. Interviews and record reviews
conducted. ‘ R .

Data collated and analyzed. Results com-
piled by SEA and LEA evaluators. Effec-
tiveness of resource programs individually
and district-wide determined.

© Report preépared. Summary of evaluation in-

writtén form typed and copied. Written
notification of dissemination meeting sent
to LEA and SEA personnel.

Results disseminated. . Meeting held of LEA
and SEA representatives to congider findings
and conclusions and discussioﬁ/of plans for
implementation of recomméndations.- :

Ongoing‘staEE"deﬁElbpment;‘both individually

and collectively, based.-on evaluation tesults;_w

Preparation for futu;e"evaluations.

Fig. "l Timeline for Comprehensive Evaluation



/ Model for the Bvaluatlon of Pupil Persornel and Spec1al
Education Through a Third-Party Team." :

o

Selection of Evaluation Team

The evaluation team for a comprehenelve review should
be selected in the planning meeting(s) of the LEA and -
SEA representattve - Members of the team should be

- knowledgeable in the areas of handicapping conditions

- and placement optlons, public school procedures and
requirements of PL 94: 142 Absence of bias should be
a prerequ151te. " ' ‘

. If the review is requested for a particular resource
| program or with regard to a particular child, the impar-
'tial evaluator(s) should be selected in a meeting of ; J
" those requesting the review and the LEA representatives. '
/ It is likely that most evaluations will be conducted by )
spec1allsts from the SEA. S .

' Participants ) .

The roles of all part1c1panta in the evaluatlcn should
be clarified by the LEA representative roordlnatlng the
total evaluation process. Parents and students should
be included whenever possible., Although role definition
will be unique to the district or school, the- following
llSt may suggest representatives to be 1ncluded '

I

e District superintendent

' District supervisor of special education
Principal (of each school having a resource program)
‘Resource teacher (of each program to be evaluated)
Classroom teachers :

o

Parents

Students :

Ancillary personnel
Psychologist .
Social worker ' °
Counselor - )
Nurse

Communication specialist (speech theraplst

audiologist, etc. ) :
Consultants '

Medical (psychiatrist, neurologist, physician, etc.)

Clinical (behavior therapist, family or marriage
counselor, prlvaLe educational specialist, etc.)

Diagnostic (psychometrist, diagnostic teacher,
Dsychodlaqnost1c1an, etc.) °

16



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Taashar aides
~College or un1v0r51ty frnwnp@g and/or faculty.

All parsonnal to be 1ﬁvnlvod in the evaluatinn should be

ratified in.writinag.: The type of involvemcnt may vary
Tiom cemdletion ~7% questionnaires to personal intexrviews .-
po roviays of racords. Arranqenenps should he made for
‘hre mampers of the evaluation tcam to meet with district

and 1r~,'n| achnrl nersonnel,
Y .

nu*.va Praparation "eating

A srall oramarstion meeting may be useful onthe day of
the avalnatisn Leoen visit.,  The agerda:of the meeting
should inclafe discussion of the qoaxﬁrof the evalwvatiocn,

nianned mtilizatinon of the. résult _,ﬁjUsLmontﬁ to
schcdules of 3%a¥®f. and the Lnkroductlon and definition.
of voles of the marticipants. The meeting should he
bas@d-or o «spivit of cooperative endeavor in the interests
‘of b3ﬂ11PaD)”d.,D1*drOn rather than on feelings of

suspicion or résentment,

Data Gathering

o .-

Information should be obtained through‘use‘of question-
naires, interviews, observations and record reviews.
Sawple copies of procedural forms for these types of
data gathering are included in Appendix A (pp. 47-59).
These forms should be adapted or revised' as appropriate
to the evaluation settlng (native language,'COntent,
format Ptu.). .
_Questionnaires. "Regular classroom teachers, ancil- -
lary personnel, parernits and the handicapped children
themselves should contribute to the evaluation of the
effectiveness of a resource program. A child's progress
in learning to overcome his handicap or in learning how
to live with it should be reflected in his daily activities’

"at home and at school. Changed attitudes as well as

improved personal competencies should be consideréed to
be 1nportant bvhproducts of the resource program. Although
personal interviews would be the most appropriate method"”

of gathering data from parents, regular classroom teachers,
ancillary personnel, and the child himself, .the large st
numbers of peovle to-be contacted in a comprehen51ve re-
view may be surveyed more readily by printed instrupents.

"

Questionnaires should be distributed to parents of handi-
capped children in the ‘resource prog:ram at least two

10 : o :

17
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Prviar o the evalnation foam visit.  The question-

WO S
naives mao be mailed or Fhev 4w be sent home with chdl-
Aren in +ha vagren in orcer to -save postage ansts. The
. woarding ‘of "".w: squestiornaiyes should he as nonteéhnical
as pdscillel @nd tha time woouired to comnlete the aAnswers
'ShOJla"d %@p“ 0 A minimam,  An oﬁchope should be prn-
o O wrided Tor o roturninag the cunstionnaire in nrdh* o preserve

cenfidentialite and to be certain. that the cnmplnfcd
inerrement i3 vehurned rorthe proper districh represenva-
tove.  TE ko qvpst?’.ozﬂ_ﬂai,,_.: has nnt been ratusned within
cre wenk aftey diskribatien, a follew-up notn or prefer-
s ablivse peresnsl te’opheone eall should be directed to the

marant o cooe rage promet roaturn and to clarify any

ot questiovis about the procedure.
fionnad rag far reguiar classroom teachers and ancil-
an ooeorel ghonld hae diotad hu -od@ ot least aona week
RIS o S SR avaluvt:cn tawam visit. Personal fecllow-nn f
by the district evaluation VCUVOS”nLat1VO<SkOu]d ensure |
return of all PU“Sh~CnﬂdllQS on or hefore the date of ‘
3 I .

he "alval‘ on team '71q1t

The rosgouvyse toacher ‘should Complcic the’ quost10nna1rp_
and give it te the e¢valuator at the: conclusion of the
records review. ‘Idoally this shcould be during an :
interview between the evaluator and the resource teacher (s)
to clarify any questions which the ‘evaluator might hqve

relative -to the program. -
Interviews. ad1capped chlldren will provide ‘
o valiiable cv aluatlve information if they are sklllfu]ly

intervicwad. In a lersonal interview the evaluator is
ablc to determine the seriousness of the child's answers:
and-can also deal with the child's limitations in read-=

: ~ing and/or writing. The. interview should be conducted

- .11 a conversational form. If the child is told before
the ‘intcrview starts that the evaluator would like to
make some notes of the conversation, there is usually -
less curinsity- on the part of the child, and mrre care-
ful atteanon will- be given to the .interview. :

.
.

Older students may share thelr feellngs more readlly
in a group interview which ;s structured to maintain
on-task behavior. They remain anonymous and are thus
en?ouragOd to respond candidly.

‘“Telephons interviews may be conducted with parents rather
than using printed guestionnaires. This approach may be-
more eifeative in limited evaluations whbn a small number
of parcnts would be involved.
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“Observations.. The importance of structured pro-
cedures in-:a resourca program and- adherence to these
procedures should not be minimized; however, it is well
recognized by educator.and lay person alike that the
quality of an educational program is a reflection of the
v characteristics Of the teacher. The diversity of opinion

as to characteristics whieh-are desirable in a competent
teacher makes—a valid observation difficult to perform.
There are, however, certain factors which should exist
in an effective program. The suggested observation
form, included in the Apperdix (p.' 558), covers factors
related to the structure, the teacher and the child.

' The practice of using more than one observer for several
observation periods increases the validity and rellablllty
of the observation. Four or.more children from the review
of records sample should be observed in the resource pro-
gram under the direction of the resource teacher. Obser-
vations of tedm meetings and parent conferencgst add
valuable information to the evaluation. ;- :

Steps in. Record Review

Thé evaluator should securé a list of student names

(or identification ccdes) to include a¥l handicapped
children, by category, in the resouroe'program to be
" evaluated. The record of each child in the program may
be reviewed or, in the irterests of time, a random
sample may be arawn from each category or handicap.

The work arez provided for. the evaluator should permit
ready access to the records file and should accommodate:

- the record and evaluation materials. The evaluator

'shouid check each record in the sample for the follow-
ing documnnted procedures:

<Reterral

l. Was a documented referral made? Is it clearly
.indicated who ‘initiated the referral? Was the regular
classroom teacher involved?

2. Was the referral form properly completed (dated, .. -
signed, identifying information on child complete)? Was -
the reason for referral indicated (samples of classroom
. 'work, description of behavior, review, of cumulative
file information)?

3. Were the proper steps in the referral process
followed (contact between .regular classroom teacher and
resource teacher, approval by principal)? -Was the
referral acted upcn promptly (no more than one month
between referral date and actlon taken- during team
mectlng)° ‘ _ e . -

» 12 E : :
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"1, e the release forms completed properly.(chilﬂfg
namh, rame pwruﬁh raquesting rolease, date parent (s)
siared moloases, sianatnre of parent(s) or witnessed mark) ?
Was the 14nqnamc in the rolease acpropriate  {(major
]?”g”ﬂqd Su o the hovws o engily tndarstood, no professional

TRV 2L

2, Trenicasent oshirainnd for all nanecssaryv actions

(testing -nd corpluation, *aam meebhing if o*hor than acencv
Do el ! artarized Jish attend, rlacement in

RNARCEPIR U AT

3 Lo releases comoliotedrprior to anv action taken
b thr child . (festing, discussion of pnssibhle
bk Wi placeoment)?  Were paréents notified
*Cq71d3n1~f1~ir child (internretation of
anation of alternatives for helping .child)?

’ LN
Was placoront of child sne “JFlcaJ]y indicated (rcsource,

e lelol
abonak

VD

-self-containad)?

e Fhr ﬁn1nC

.

1. v@xe'éncillary personnel involved in the screen-
ing process, as needed (school nurse, psychologist, social
worker, communication specialist, etc.)? Were reports

from ahcﬂllar' rersonnel complete (dates, services prOV1ded

rosults)?

2. Was screening process related to referral reason
(intellectual assessmant by psychologist if referral sug-
gests mental retardaticn, acuity test before perceptua]
test if eFerral suggesto visual problem)° : .

3. Were the commonal*hles of the Chlld (with non-
handicapped children as well as with other handicapped
children) considered in orde+ that least restrictive
placement could be followed?: ‘ o

Team Meeﬁing

v

1. Was an off1c1a1 rccard malntalnad of the. team
‘meeting in which the child'sireferral ‘was presented
(date of moo.“nq, members prgsent( actlpn taken)?

2. Was there suff3c1en input frcm team mmembers to
7ust1€x placement dec151on {test results, interviews,

information regarding any pxriovious pldcement)?
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3. Was o oareaory of sersice pattern identified for
anﬂinq pur;rﬁ 5 (LD, TIH, FEMR, M, CD)? Did child meet
aligibility siandards for ~nlegory as established by
CEA and rodoral gnidelinecs” Was least restrictive place~
meﬁt ﬂnfmrmw]mﬂ (TCaseade :yﬁfﬂm)?

.0 Werna natenﬁs invnlved in the “team meeting (nnti-
fioi and invit~d, particirants in d=cision)? Was child
invaived i the team mecting to extent possible?

Diagnnsis

1. Was sufficient and relevant diagnosis done
(ceterminition »f degree of handicap, entrv leval identi-
fi-d for determining instructional goals, use of formal
anfi inlorn.l irnstruments and/or diagnostic teaching)?

2. wWrita ovocednres used appropriate in terms of
Ehidd's enitaral and anvironmental background (naiive
llﬂwueg\ standardization and norms, directed towaird
arra of J?ﬁlwrau)°

3. DiA JWLuvmatlon obtalned lead ‘to logical deter-

mination of specifié-strengths and needs? Was information

obtained ndwcafloiallv ‘trelevant (1nterpersona] relation-
ship pronlems for EH rather™ than or an addition to
psvechiatiic diagnosis)? S

Go-ls : ' \\\\m'
1. Wavre long-range and short-term goals establlshed
and recorded for the Chlld’

'2. Were ‘the goals related to the primary handlcapplng
condition as well as secondary problem areas? Were goals
relevant to. classroom behavior and achievement included?

3. Did goals indicate ‘specific behavior to he shown
(e.g., work at task without leaving seat, spell five words
from grade level list)? 'Did goals indicate specific level
of performance desired (e.g., work af task without leaving
ceat for ten minutes, spell five words from grade level.
list with 1NG% accuracy)? Did goals indicate specific
COnditions nnder which behavior would occur- (spell five

mlnntes w1"hout leav1ng sea*)

o 4L Wore datés of goa] se lpcflon and antidipated dates
of mastery indicated? Were follow-up dates established
for. automati - i

Youram review as well as -ongoing evaluation?-



- o \ 5. Were the regular classroom teacher, the parent
' ardian and +he child, whenover possible, involved

in {'«W'a'l gxlent 1o0?

Srraleagles
. ' _ 1. uere the specific methods and materials to he
' naed indicoted, on the child®s individualized plan

(individugf as well as group activities)?

2ve tho sfra;egios related to the handicapping
(zpeech or language for CD, gsocial~emotional

Wav- provision made for transferring the skills"
irto the regular classroom and home setting?

’

T 1. ~Were the procedures used to determine mastery
"docunented (formal and/or informal instruments, diagnosticg,
_tedching, charting)? . Were mastery dates entered for

* specific goals {initial mastery _and follow-up)? ' '

2. Were progress reports given to the regular class-
room teachagr (written, confererces)? To the parents '
(written, conferences)? To the child (as part of daily
instructicn, conferences, wkitten)?

>N " ., .
3. wWere attendance records maintained (daily roll
" accounting for amount of timé child in®resource program) ?

ke ) 4. Were future plans for the child indicated, includ-
' ing a projection of what further services may be needed
- . by the child? ‘ :

5. Were other agencies or ancillary personnel involved.
~as neaded? If progress was not as anticipated, was referral -
made to other personnel or ‘agencies?

The sample tabulation:form for record review. as found in
. the Appendix (pp. 57-58) may .be used for a.quick over-
view by using the major categories (referral, recleases, .
_etc.}. A more in-depth review may be conducted into’
each of these major categories for either the comprehensive
review of a total district or the limited review of a
~school or individual child's program. The procedure may

) be used by a resource teacher for self-evaluation or as a

' ‘guide to imggovement in deficient areas.

NS
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Tor cach ttem on the record review form, the evaluator
shonld cheox the child's record. If the record satis-
Factorily morts the criteria, a mark should be entered.

dL the vecovd does not meet the criteria, no entry

should e made. Colovy ¢oding could also be used o
indicate hoth the satisfactory and unsatisfactory records.
HEVE BETN ceonmmended that the evaluator keep a separate
color available to indicate  the last item cornsidered in a
record shoald an interruption occur.

Afreey all reasrds have been reviewed, the evaluator should
indisate the total number of records for which each item
was anoroneiate (e.y., referral may not be necessary in

' and the number of cases meeting the criteria

A percentage of compliance may be” com-

7 the number of cases meeting the criteria
o of records for which the item was

rosults from the review of records should
the resource prodgram adheres to the pro-
Ly PL 94-142 from a quantitative or
1 standpoint. IlloWever, the evaluator must also
the qLu]ltnLlVE factors in order to determine
cr tiyeness of a resource program in meeting the

numerios

¢ IOuk at

GE. d dlcappnd cnlldren. -

S Information f“ﬂm'the questlgnnaires completed by regular
classroom teachers, ancillary personnel, parents and from
the interviaws with ch11dre1 should be summarized into
four categories:

l. Team involvement;
2. indivi dqulved programmlng for thev

. 4_//’

. .

»/<3:” Tmmro“ﬂﬂent ~of-child in everyday

4, Attitade toward resource program.
. g A sample fGrm for tabulating data from the questionnaires
and interviews is included in the Appendix (p. 59).

The observation report should verify: o N
1. Iadividualized prdgramming;

3 J—
16 . . N
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T impoevament of hils in rasonrce program:

2 Aattirade nf.&hild i“wﬁfa resource prngram;

£ nE s Ede o f teacﬁor toward resonrce program.
A menetos ol ha evalyration tea% should answer the
Frd i mg snoetinng with reqard‘to the information

AFtained hefore drawing any conclusions:

) noes +he information obtained really
Cfactivennss of resource programs Ior

i Idron?

would cther evaluators have obtained
ion as the vvaluation team? B

it rang the information reflect present

\ L

datra gotie inag rathoer than subjective.opinions of the
evalustion team merhers? '

Were 'all important sources of

EELEEN]

-choensiven
fon ntiltized?

informag

¥

- !: piscrimination. Does the information show the
variations in program needs for different types of
handicapped children and reflect subtle differences in

individualiring instruction to meet these needs?

Usability. Were the best sources of information
used wWith 2 minimum expenditure of time, effort and

materials?

Answers to all questions listed above should be in the
affirmative. If a guestion cannot be answered "yes" then
the effects of ‘the limitations upon utilizing the infor-
mation .hould be clarified in the written report.

p

Determining the Effectiveness of the Resource Program

The ultimate jiniestion to be answered asks, "Has the resource

B

‘program brougﬁt about improved skills in the handicapped

children served which.will be individually important for
achieving success in the school, the home and the community?"
pasically, have the children served become more efficient
learners? ' L

Primary goals'éhpuld be recognized for each of the five
types of handicapped children commonly served in resource
programs. ' '

17 - ;
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S e ¢ ko academic achievemont?

:ased performance in the hasic
cvaloog. cachoraties, handwriting, spelling)
reasoning, etc.) which are pre-—
acadomic endeavors.

ot T s goanegory of handicapped ¢hildren
/ : i i . .
s Lxeaondary goal for a particular

1 .t 1

il R (vocational prepara+tion

N ) reading for an ED chi'd, etc.).
The s s sag the evidenee of- proaress in
ConE R Do dhe e e for the child and the nrimary
cren ! PRI ~hild's handicap.

Sl vvr usad in isolati~n to indicate
e on : Tennurce nrogramns.  Progress
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SRS TR RTL ST ERE PN retlectet v gtandardized test results
o ot e e nred aned TTnved.

verte -ooo roceeds cr ila reveal any differences by

‘ CLos e serasemess 0f a resource program in

.-.i =stahlished goals. The training - |
., oo reachor may result’in greater: emphasis :
S nsd s i v Anriats to one area of handicap rather:

fWan individaciioed treatment for all handicaps served.

coeracnrage of compliance with require-
o s GF 107 st be established by funding agencies.
Hoarsve . o st . nopt in mind that deficiencies in

A Orw oradt's posuram may become a legal matter under

Ciecaehoo e s ovreRly waplain the purpose of the

CUA Lo 4 Lar. sl review the procedures followed' in

petieey Lk ormation upon wnich the report is based.
“nd ewschusions sheould be summarized into three

Erlcors w05 Of the resource program by category
(voy, ¥l BEH, MH, ED): i
opciate placement of children by category
i T westrictive setting; C
©ibos oent noted in resource program goals;
A swoted in regular classroom and
Lol ' . - -
- ¥
N wtirude of child toward resource program;
-~ anidencoe of individualizeq’plan for child.
g potereeness of resource program as an integral
IRy ' . total educational system:
- “uiienca of team involvement, -including
varvent and child; -
Lo ) . N
e with regular classroom teachers
o ¢illary personnel;
. - - - . N v- ’ r
- Lvoricade of classroom teachers, ancillary
vnoannel and parents toward resource
P am ' o _ "
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s, .
racadures Jjnthe resource

D LT ITvoness o

£y
! = | BN GRSPAS B E B
program: ?
o

a. Relerrai;

lh.  RKpleases:;

c. Saveaenings:

d..  Team meact

e. Diagnosis;

f. GoAals;

a. Strategies

T h. Progress.

)

;
ing;

?

<

Recommendations should be specific to the above areas of

effectiveness in ordex
by the personnel of the
evaluated and decisions
f1c1enc1es or expanding

'should be precise, such

that alternatives may be considered.

resource programs- vhich were
made relative to correcting de-

exemplary procedures.  ‘Suggestions

as a specific diagnostic’ procedure :
or a class to be taken by a partlcular staff member. '

If the evaluatlon was conducted in behalf of an individual
child, the report should be prepared by the impartial

to the child's case.

©

'Dlsaemlnatlon and Utlllzatlon of Eyaluatlon Report .

e

The report oF a llmlted

evaluatlon of an 1nd1v1dual school

reséurce ‘program or of an individual child's case.should

_-be discussed only with the goncerned personnel. Parents,

of course, will have access to their child's educatlonal

Izreﬂords, if a parent has requested the evaluation on be-
‘half of his child, the parent: should be present. for the

report.,.Sen51t1ve areas involving a particular staff

. member should be discussed by the staff member and his®

. supervisor(s) on a confidential basis.; The report of a

comprehensive evaluation of the effectiveness of resource

programs’ in & district,

' region or state may be shared

most effioiently'in a dissemination mﬁeting. Written

" notice shonld be sent to all pereonnel involved. .Prior
.assignment should he made for staff members to review /

itemsz ) in the report needing emphasis ‘A portion of the

ﬂnee+1nq mav be utlllved

as a workshop for committees to:
20 '

a7

v - ~

-eva1nator to cover the above 1tems which would be approorlate



. / ..,

consider recommendations of the eyaluation team and dis-

cuss any chianges—which-may-be—indicated-—Each—committee
should appoint a discussion leader and a secretary in
order that the committee will be task-oriented and a
written summary of the committee/s findings can be
submitted to the evaluation coordinators. Follow-up
dates should be determined. Personnel should be
-encouraged to conduct 'periodic sclf-evaluations with

the goal of ongoing improvement in the effectiveness

of resource programs for handicapped children. ) o

G
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Section II:  Field-Test of Process Model for
Evaluating Resource Programs
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. was half ‘over.

P

Proparation and Qlearances

" As tha reseavrchers prepared to field-test the proposed

process model, they surveyed the characteristics needed:

in ‘a population group that would be representative of re-
sonrce programs from the standpoints of (a) suburban-rural,
(b) cultural-economic, and (c).diversity of handicapping

conditions. State reports from resource programs through-

out the State of Utah were reviewed., Three schools .were’
selected: 1) a rural elementary school, population 305;

2) a suburban elementary school, population 723; and 3) a
suburban junior high school, population 1235. Children
enfolled in the *schools came from many different cultures
and socioeconumic levels. More than one category of handi-
cap was s¢irved in each of ‘the three resource progrdms.

A meeting was held at the district_office with the follow-
ing representacives in attendance: a specialist from the
state special education office, the researchers, the ad-
ministrator of pupil services and the deputy superintendent
from the school district, an’ the principals and resource
teachers from the three schools. Concerns of the school

- personnel. included factors such as additional time com-
, mitments, confidentiality of records, benefits to come

from the new proccss model,- parental involvement, progress
reporting procedures, and the fact that the school year

.

Final agreement for the schools within the district to
participate was received on January 26, 1976, and the
process model was field tested in the three schools from
February to May 1976. Revisions and elaborations of the
process model were made durlng and at the conclusion of

'the field- testlng period.

Methods and Procedures

App01ntments were scheduled for the researchers to meet
with the resource personnel at each of the three schools.
Information obtained during the interviews included steps
followed in referral, releases from parents, Screening,
team meetings, diag:osis, establishing goals for instruc-

-tion, teaching strategies, recording and evaluation of

progress and arouping procedures. An estimate of the
average time raquired to administer eachtest or evalua-

,\rlve instrumen: was determined. The researchers emphasized
that the purpoze of the field testing was to determine the

25
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cificicnoy of the nodel and to suggest areas in which
record-keoping procedures mawt need to be modified in order
to mee! the rnqullomontq of P, 94-142 and in order to ac-

cirabely refiect the quality of the program. The schools
. used in the field testing weurr selected as a reproesenta-
o tive sanplina of the challenges. and problems occnrr cing
in rencrec programs according to size of school, pOpula-
tion servad, grade level and sevrvice to more than nne

" ecatogory of handicapr  Evaluative information obtained
. would not he used to review the field-+esting schools for
funding ox for any other administrative purposes.

)

rhl]OW"Up vis ltS‘WLT scheduled at eac ch school for record

reviews. Tho first visit was scheduled prior Lo vear-end
tosting, ‘and the sccond visit was scheduled after year-end

o ' testing in order that the researchers could detarmine how ‘
progross of handi~apped children was validated in each
prograii. Tnformation obtained during the inicial 1nL01—
vieows 1s soonmarized, as 10110wq. ‘

[Intarriows

uurat Flementary. The resource program at the rural

elementary sohool was staffed by 'a half-day teacher with
certification in the area of learning disabilities and a
half-~time tcacher's aide. The'average caseload was twenty
children whose categories of handicap were learning dis-—
abilitics and emotional disturbance. Children with speech
and ]dngnnqo problems were serviced by an itinerant speech
person. There were no educable mentally. retarded children
needing cervices in the resource program at the time of
-the field testing; however,; the teacher indicated that
this category of handican mlght also be included in the

' resource program should the need exist. Children with

. motor handicaps were referred to a district center.::

‘ “The resource teacher reported that the initial referral

:~ - was submitted by the regular classroom teacher. Releases
for evaluation and -placement were ‘obtained from the- parents
by the classroom teacher, after which the resource teacher

.and the classroom teacher met to dlSCUSS the case.

Screening and diagnostic tths were chOben from a basic
battery consisting of tne.Slosson Intelligence Test, the
Illinois Tast of Psycholinguistic Abiiities, the Slinger-
- land, portions of the.Durrell ‘Analysis of Reading Diffi-
"cultisos and the Key Math based on the reasons for referral
indicatad by tne classroom teacher. Children who were re-

. fe s ~f emotional prohlems were also seen by the
distrist —=:iyebalegist and, in some cases , wera evaluated
At a mental nealth center.
26
Q
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Becords ot Leam meetings wore sept in a separate notebook.
The team consisted of the resonrce teacher, the principal,
Phe classroom teacher and itiuwerant district ancillar::
‘ personnel who had served the cascs under consideration.
Referrals o children as possible candidates for .the re-

Sourssoprogranwere. presented—for—discussion—during- the
team mecting. Droisions as to categorical classification,
placement in spocial education programs and referral for
additional services were made by the team. ¥

Groeuping within the resource program was primarily on the

basis of age inasmuch as the regular classroom teachers

preferrod that all ¢hildren within a particular class go

to the vesource program at the same time. However, sub-

grouping on. the basis of need was possible within the re-
L SOUrce program. ' :

Methods and matavials utilized included. commercial publi-
caticons such as bevelopmental Learning Materials kits,
languagc master cards, Barnell-Loft workbdoks; “locally
proaucead materials such as U-SAIL programs; ang:teacher-
made wateriidls such as games, cards for the landuage mas-
ter, and dittoed papers. The teacher reported that some
drill on basic mathematics was used with the older stu-
dents, whereas more sequentially ordered skills were em-
phasized for the younger children. Children who were
emotionally handicapped received concentrated lessons in_
social studies. ' :

- Charts and yraphs for each child were posted around the
‘room. There were rate and comprehension graphs for read-
ing based on an.individualized oral reading time for each
child each week. Progress. was also checked on tests
chosen from the same battery used for screening and diag-
‘nosis. Detailed case summaries comparing test results
and reviewing progress were placed in the children's
folders at' the conclusion of the school year,

Suburban_Elementary School. Two special education.
teachers, one certificated in speech pathology and the
other in mental retardation, staffed the resowrce pro-
gram at the suburban elementary school. Children from
four categories of handicap--mental retardation, learning-
disabilities, communication disorders, and emotionally
handicapped--were served by the program. Children with
gross motor problems were referred to a district center.”
The amount of time for a child to be. in the resource pro-
gram each day varied from X5 minutes to one-half day. :
Three children were seen on a half-day basis.

Q
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P cvbidy e b the velerrass tecaivad trom classioom
Foachmes and (o parentes, many children were continucd
et preeasan from the pueveoans year.  Of the 85 ¢hildren
v ol b che mogran, ivowere emotionally handi-
capperd, D were cchicabba mentatly vetarded, 53 woeve learn-
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prig cdtaateded oot 11 bad snoasch problems.

T soreening and diagnostic testing batkery incloded the
Slhogsan iretelihigonee Test, the Durrell Spelling subiest

or the fhiveel U Analysis of Panding Diffienltics, a locally
deocedosaa sperath assassment, the Silvaroli Reading Test,
boe mot henatioe bortion of the Wide Ranae Achievemant Wc.t,
the THLinais Ment of Payaholinguistic Abilities to a lim--
il p e Lo Prostig Reovelopmental Test of Visual per -
copbioe, ard parts of the PPurdue Perceptual-Motor Survey.
The eboise of tests for a particular child was based on
indormation contained in the referral.  Questions about
iy TQ cut-of 7 for educable mentally retarded children or
Aol ional problons vere referred to the district psycholo-
qist.  frativs and visual screenings were conducted by

Ehe ruese at “he boyginning of each school year; however,
reiorrals could e made dHV1nq the year if additional
piroblams wore notod. " o

Relcuse forns wore sent homo with the Chlld by the regular
chsdrnom teacher at the time the referral form was com-
pleted. An informal meeting was held by the classroom
teacher and regource teacher to discuss the referral.

Upcn receipnt of the completed release forms, the resource
teacher comrlotad the testing, and the. child's case was
pwp"onrwd at the next team moetlng :

Team members included the nurse, psychologist, resource
teachers; social worker, principal, classroom teacher and
community workers who were invited as needed. Parénts

-were invited ipon their request.. The child was rot in-

cluded in team meetings. The team reviewed the child's

‘case and recommended procedures including placement. If

the child was to be p]acpd in the resource program, the _
parent waz requested to sign a release form q1v1nq permis-
sion for»tho plahement . -

-

Children enrollad in the resource program were grouped on

academic and/or cmotional reeds rather than on category

of hehdicap., A ohild couid be shifted from one group
situatlion to annthar based upon his individual needs. - Be-
havioiral obieniivaes were develuped for the child from :
structured prodrams such as U-SAIL, from recommendations
of . the team, and fLrom test results. . A support team ¢on-
sisting, of fho sosial worker and the counselor was avail-.

Cable to aaaﬁytfwith programs: for the emotionally handicapped

D0
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Shihdbven . 2'he two mentally corarded children were brought

tuto the program rfor one-half day with varying amounts of
time allocated to each of the resource teachers based upon
“thae strengths and weaknesses o f the child.

]
Matoerials used in the resource program included both com-
mercial and teacher-made, as well as locally developed

T materials such as U-SAIL. Some of the commercial materials
- woere DISTAR reading,. Continental Press dittoes, DISTAR II
Language, Developmental Learning Materials and Teaching
Resvurces Kits, Barnell-Loft workbooks, Reader's Digest
) SKill Builders and the language master. Phrase cards for
' the language master and experience charts were prepared
by the teachers. '

Progress was mcasured by posttestlng with the ‘same battery-
of tests used in screening and diagnosis, usually the Dur-
rell Spelling, the Silva 0li Reading Test (dlternate forms),
the mathematie$ portion of the Wide Range Achievement Test
and the FrO'tiq Davelopmental Test of Visuadl Perception

and the I1llinoils Test of Psycholinguistic¢ Abilities, as
needed.  One teacher used a graph system to chart progress.
Bar graphs in speech were completed while the child was

present. Other graphs were completed each day by the
teacher and child to show daily progress. The segond
teacher used a check-list system or a combination%of check—

lists and graphs:. Self-graphing and self-correction were

encouraged in mathematics. Charts were prepared at inter~
® - vals for reporting progress. When a child was remediated
to no more than one-year academic reéetardation, he was pro-
moted from the resource program to full-time regular class-
room attendance. This decision was based upon the recom--
mendation of the resource teachers and the parents' de-
sires. :

. Suburban Junior High School. The resource program

was staffed by two full-time teachers with certificates
in learnlng disabilities and mental retardation and a one-~'
half-time .teaching aide. The average enrollment was -70
students divided into groups of-12 on a subject-matter
basis. One teacher specialized in helping students who
were reading at less than third-grade level. She also
assisted students with subject matter in the science area.
The other teacher specialized in English and the remedia-
tion of mathematics- problems. Categories of handicap
served included learning disabled, educable mentally re-
tarded and emotionaliy handlcapped There were no motor

o handicapnped students in the program. Speech problems were
referrad to an itinerant speech therapist.
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e e Ty e s Eees  b he eeonran beatherg sopg

L A T “wﬁ'mwu\~:vynvwﬁwnq parmi sion ta tee!
S e aeanlem wore indicated, roquesting por-

i Dove o e anee ki Lhe csoures progran,  Lhowas

Coke o taat Db reapanse 'yas move  likely if dpoth forms
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Pooomtee e e tee the crudent; who lad hean rafere

e, el e P et e g on peaaldpt of the asiaved re-

R A A The bhattory of teosts was abhnsen

el s e el vement Tast, the G lmore Oral .

EER R AT P el batters of the Detroit tests, the

Sionoan Tl D biaees dast,. Koy Math, and the Pioers-Harris

Leobhe sl soneared £o have a poor self-conceopt.

Toawmec ! Liggs wvera hold every Tuesday and involved the
psyctiologist  worial worker, vice-principal, counselors,
sonres, taachers and the speech therapist upon request.
Teanm jeembess froguently had had‘contact with the student
before oc with other members of the family. If further
services wuere aeeded, reterrals were made ai the team
maot g, WMhe aavefidlosist was responsible for labelling
citlbdrenn into vacoegories of educable mentally retarded

or esotionaliy handicarped and would very often be asked
to verify the score cbtained by the resourcce teacher on
the Slosson Intelligence Test.. The resource teacher could
determine the student's eligibility under the learning
disabilities calagory. :

Basincaliv tha same approach was used in the resource pro-
gram sor =he leasning disabled, educable mentally retarded,
and ermationslly handicapped except for the rateé of learn-
ing. “ha entiscially handicapped student-‘dould receive
support hmln from the sccial worker through.group: therapy.
One educabls mentallv ratarded girl was receiving voca-
tional training a% another school on a part-time basis.

o .

Class periods ab the school were 45 to -50 minutes long.

V34D
Stadents 5o Che O counaa program were scheduled into three

including art, physical education,

A0 five roguias : 5,
histacy, ard LniLish.  Jlasses were grouped according to

Lnz lower abilitv classes, teaching
stabions oo covidind where a student could go torreceive

Foesapend Lo one
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special belp There was no district policy with regard

Lo resom oo teachors going into the regular classroom to

b lp students with assignments.  There was also a plan tc .
PovoTve PP mothers Lo help at the teaching stations in
the near tatnro.,

Ln ths resouree voom the Linsley approach to precisioan

toaching wid usad.  Students were given worksheets for a
Fow wminntos of ocach day in order to master a sequence of
skills. A covrrective reading series was also used. At

such time as the student's achievement would enable him

to compete ina reqular classroom situation, he was trans-
forred out of the rasource room and into a reading or
mathewat “es class. Sowme handwriting and spelling instruc~
tion was included in the program as needed. Worksheets
from the regqular classroom were kopt in the resource room
unt. il conpretaed and then turned in to the reqgular class-
room teacher.  Volunteer. mothers helped students with their

ass bgamonts : . X

Progress was charted on a day-to-day busis. A point sys-
tem was used to encourage behavioral control. The range

0f porints was 65-100 A, 52-64 B, 40-51 C, 30-39 D and 29

and below [, rtor one particular classroom activity. v Grad-
ing was based on self-improvement. Progress reports were
sent homce with report cards. Parent conferences were
scheduled as needed., :

At the cod oF the year students were retested on the same
battery of to. - s utilized in screening and diagnosis.
Threc teaching aides helped with classroom instruction

in urdev to free the resource teachers for testing. The

resource teachers worked closely with the high school to

refer students needing help. They also consulted with
counselors and resource teachers at the high school rela-
tive to preregistration of students with learning dis-
abilities. ' :

Materials utilized in the jun.or high school resource pro- -

‘gram included %yqtcmc 80, Spellbinders, high interest-low

vocabulary books, science books and materlals, and class-
room texts and aselgnmento.

Review of Records : ' N

The LLCUY&Q for -all children 1nvolved in each resource
program werc pulled from the file in groups by the resource
teachey, teacb:nq aide or reoealchers according to instruc-

tions from the resource teacher(s). For each record the
.31 N
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’ b bt oot e wes s heckad and, B avad Table
P pewn dL nnded on Fhe aoovam evalnation shoot:
St bhont e o rdent v e Lo e
Wtorral date, sonree, mopose (gpeech.ineading,
hodiawrion) i BT
Lo DaPeE ob el oses Lrom caventy or guardians
Povrinassion b tost
Pormiscion to roiecase acontidential information
Poerwission to place ohild in special program
Date ot team meeting _
Clasnitfierticn of Randicap (LD, EMR, B, b, MH)
Soroeniaa beatn gron
Diagnae o S osby Given
Ancil e e porgonne) inoolvaod
Retereats to prveholeaist, social workew, speech

Yo, s anwe o
o s v e e taad D,
Pt of setoreal (o) AR T
Prosnarsd e stratogqioes ‘

Wil ten behavioral objectives (Jrfbgkﬁxsﬂ
Pocace iy e thods _ ComLe N
Mat oriais '
Nty T plang
Validation ol progroess
Unettasting (tests given) N
Cliarking procedures - B
D sposition »f caze (continued in resiource program,
Foteassd back to regular class, transferred to
anotthoor prouram, moved, withdrawn from:-program by
pacents, ~te,)

© Thes:s dJdata were tabulated from a quantitative standpoint
and are summarized in the results and discussion section
of this report. '

Raosults and Discussion

Informatior from the review of records is summarized ac-
cording to ihe major requirements of PL 94-142 to include
referral,. releases’, team mcetings, screening and diagnosis,
, programming Stratag%gs,_and validation of progress.
ot - i :

referval. Thae sdblrce, purpose and prompiress of

. action were veviewed with regard to referral. Procedures.
were documonted as indicated in Table L.
VO .
/ BN o
u
§
S -‘,2 *
37
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Retevral Pupﬂudu!us

i mi eitees meiee e ks s e

‘ Rural Suburban Suburhan

Elementary Elementary Juniov High
(N=23)* (N=145)* (N=80)*

Referral form in file 21 118 34 .

Basis for retorral
indicatead 21 118 34

Refercal acted upon within
30 days by team 21 74 34

*N is the number of records reviewed

In some cases test results were in the files but no refer-
ral form was found. Dates were omitted on some referral
forms and/or team meetinag reports, and the intervals be-
tween referral and team action could not be determined.

. Separate records of" the team meetings were maintained, and,
in some cases, the date on which the team reviewed a par-
' tlcular child's case was not entered in the child!' s/yecord

At the junior high level many of the students were/appar—
. ently picked up as they entered seventh grade; the ele-
mentary schools had suggested names of" students’ for whom
services should be continued. As a result, no referral
form was placed in the file of the 'student a% the junior
high level.

The basis for the rtferral was 1nd1cated on all reterral
forms present in he files.

~ Releases. Information regarding releasés as docu-
mented in the.records is given in Table 2.
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#4 ie number of records reviewed

Mguy releases were not dated and/or the child's name‘das
nht entered, which could pose problems as to the legality
off the release. - '

here obviously were more children tested than were placed
n the programs. However, this does not account for the
amber of releases granting permission for placement being
ewer than the number of children continued in the program
for seorvice.

Although a rclease of confidential information should be
signed by the parent .in order for school personnel to dis-
cuss the child's case in team meet.ing if persons not on
the agency's aunthorized list attend the meeting, there

was almost a total absence of this type of release in" the
files.

Team Meeting. Children should be placed in resource
programs only after discussion and recommendation by a
team. The team shonld designate the category of handicap
and assure placement in the least restrictive setting.
Merely presenting the child's name in team meeting does
not assure that adequate consideration has been given to
¥he rhild's case. 'owever, if there is no indication that
a child's name has been presented in the team meeting,

i
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A
Cheoo wonbd obviously be no opportunity to determine the
quality ot didicusgion and consideracion of the child's
aGasie. . bocumnentat s .n in the rocords of tho schools utilizod
in tield testaing revealoed the quantitative date in Table 3.

Tahte 3

' Team Consideration
Riaral &uburbun Suburhun
Flementarvy Elementary Junior High
(N=23)* (N=145)% (N=80)*
Chiltry, 1M presient od
Haotoam meet oy 21 91 47
Category ot haadicap 1 2
indieated by tean action 21 88 57

*N is number of records reviewed

1All:hmmh 91 children were classified, only 88 ghowed date
~of team action,

iA]Lhough 57 children were shown to be classified by tecam
action, the date of the team meeting was includec in only
47 vases.

Members of the team present at ‘the meetlng were not in- x
dicated on many of the records, although this 1nfqrmat10n
was shown in the team minutes in most cases. :

Notes of the discussion of some cases indicated considera-
tion of least restrictive placement. However, -this was
not documented in most of the records as would be “equlred
by PL 94-142. :

Screening and Diagnosis. Table 4 indicates the num-
ber of cases 1n which appropriate®screening and disgnostic
procedures were used, as evidenced by the records.

35
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Table &
Screening and DiéQnoSiS

L@ - . g Rural - Suhurl:wan_ - Sihmirpan
' ' Elementary. Elementary Junier Nigh
(N—/3) . (N=145)*% - . (N=80)%
Nember classified 1D 15 57 2
‘By appropriate testing . ¢ 15 9 22 -
"~ By f@f@rrnl A ' 0 4 - 0
’ Number claqsvfled EH -5 23 32
/ Ry appropriate testing ' 0 .0 . 14
e Rv referrdl _ 4 3 - n
S By checklist or baseline
: ohservation. : .0 1 8
Numbér classified EMR - 0 "5 3
~ Ry appropriate testing ’ 4 3
By rbfnrra] i 0. 0
U R ~;humbe; classxfled CD o -0 _ 12 - Y
B : By appropriate testing - o ] 0 '
SR . By referral: : . ' 9
| Number classified MH o - .- 0 _ 0
o *N is nﬁmber of records reviewed
) R .' ( .
LN The screening 1nstruments and procedures and the category

E ;,Nof handicap a551gned°to each child were used to determine
o . ‘the appropriateness of “the testlng for each -child. The -
' f .”'5’-tests considered were designated by the resource teachers
.. according to the category of handicap. A child who was
".¥ . labeled educable. mentally retarded should .obviously have
"+ had an 1nd1v1dual 1ntelllgence test; the emotionally dis-
.tarbed child ‘'should bBe evaluated by psychological tests
. .+ such. as the Bender, Piers-Harris or by observational .
- . techpiques. The léarning disabled c¢hiid .should be eva]ua—

= _,'“ "*achWevement tests' to determine an appropriate discrepancy
T “level and by specific diagnostic tests to determine the
s ’ _nature of the dlsablllty. The communication disordered
Ehild_shdql/ receive a speech and language evaluation by

CorredTwithTan i dividual—intelligence test and -academic- - -



a.trained specialist. A physical examination should de-
termine’the category of motor handicapped with reference
to a particular child. (The resource teachers indicated

“that motor handicapped-children were evaluated and placed

at a district center if the handicap were scvere enough
to interfere with regular classroom placemant.)

"In many cases a common battery of tests was given to all

‘students in the program regardless of handicapping cdndi-

tion.’

Referrals to ancillary personnel were generally for diag-
nostic services, as .indicated in Table 4. Th some cases

a written referral form was in the file; in other cases,
the referral was noted in the minutes of the team meeting.
Results of the referral were sometimes indicated in a writ-
ten report, particularly with reference to diagnostic ser-

. vices. However, there were no reports relative to continu-

ing services by anciilary personnel, including counselor,

psychologist, social worker dnd speech therapist. Some=

times the records. showed referral for services to the .
family of the handicapped child, but there again, no re-
port was filed to show the results of the referrals. This
information would be -essential to the evaluation of the
effectiveness of a total resource program. '

-Programming Strategies. * 0f  all areas considered,

- the programming procedures area was the most difficult to
.evaluate. None of the three programs, from the standpoint

it -was obvious in the obseyp

of records, would meet the requirements of PL 94-142 for
individualized planning of §bjectives and goals. However,
%gﬁéion that methods and mate-
ild. The specific behavioral

rizls were .planned for each™
objectives and anticipated dates for achievement of levéls
of proficiency were not documented.. Long-range goals were
inferred but not specifically stated. Quite often the ‘
specific materials (U-SAIL, Developmental-Learning Materials,

DISTAR, etc.) or methods (behavior modification, praise,

contingencies, etc.) were noted for a particular child.

The anticipated outcome, however, of the use of such ma-

terials and methods was not clearly indicated. There was

limited evidence of the interaction between the resource

teacher and the regular classroom teacher. - What informa-
tion on programming was documented seemed to be related.
to the caseload carried by the ‘teachers. 1In the rural
elementary school there was information as to methods and

imdtepLaLs_fox»each»child+—5tmthe~juniormhigh there were

12 tndications of learning systems in the 80 cases; at the
suburban elementary school with a record of 145 children
serviced to some. degree in the resource program,. informa-

- tion as to individualized methods and materials wes virtually

nonexistent. E
37



-

TV evyre Lo analws s ol posttosting
teivpe ol salationahilps to

i (] [ B . 1
ME e Tharan g 21 in the screening and -
X b*~ virive e o Thes wosoa tewdency for ald chil-
/ Foraap e e Sote s riom 5ome basic habtery vogarnd-
RSV SE Chen s enedition Cinassuchoas eaademio ve-
. : S e sy iy wewvdieap Tax FvLD child
_ fan Too TR, MU or CD obhillres, por-
o TR S vz dAaa Yorevremant ﬁegf::.wrﬁi16.iﬁevjﬂls-

~terming:

protedures wWere also used to.d

s s T sty handdl car galiedory. TE3s Wne non
ST (R 0 scheols utilizod in the
AR g _ ar dirdividual ipitelligenca
: ; hoqienirg oS the saboal year
T Ceny i the en v F fhia sehadl vear aa was
S o FOee N e sei0od . would appean’ to bha A
[N R \ VTN TN s .
3 o . . .
T VT oses U toanthor time dovotad Lo test-
oo L oac o dhagrosisvand for o valida--
. 0L Fastor ip evainating the

. C ’ . LR
L feeelh s s weenurce progran.  Obviously, the more
3 wo0ld revresent less dayvs for directed
3 raeTlecths the analysis of data per-

i wosttesting at the three & hools.

1 b ;5 tecacners in the ficld test—
tsted, and average time for administra-
for each tést according to teacher
it tuvel (prinary, intermediate or junior
sosimates weres erified with the test manuals.

1

zenonl dav (5 hours) per child was al-
Lol £ faghingy Lu the raral elementary school.  The
ourca teazher was employed on a half-time bhasis and
ald utiliza her personal tima as néeded during the

‘o noons for tosilng purposes.  An aide ‘was also avail-

_ han elementary school, the average test-
ol diropped to approximately one and one-

was. available in this program;
nt in-mind that students at the

i Teeal are assigned to the rescurce
Fovst te Tnst days of the term, and

s o be sent while the re—.

)t
t &

R
Jaoe For

SEEN v 3Nl
A . i .
(AT B aTE BT

e
3

ERIC | '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 5 -

Testing Time .

: VRuraigrg" :

. Suburban Suburban
Elementary Elementary - Junior High
" {ime Patrern " Pre Post Pre  Post Pre . Post
arse (N=21)* . (N=21) (§¥=112) (N=51)

(N=80).- (N=80) _

Total minutes for

1410

all students 3455 2890 6670 5600 4000
Average minutes _ :

per student 164.52° 137.62 59.55 27.65 70 50
Range in minutes 60-255  90-225 15-225. 15-75 30-105 30-70
Hours in testing .
- (minutes ¥ 60)  57.58  48.17 111.17° 23.5 . 93.33 66.67
Days in testing : . :

(hours 3 5%) 11.52 9.63 22.23 . 4.7  18.67 13.33

*N is the number of cases rev1ewed

. *%5 represents the average hours. 1n a school day

I3

_Translatlng the results of this tlme analys1s into practi-:

cal terms would show the necessity
weeks at the beginning of a school
owme to two weeks at the end of the
: testlng rather than 1nstructlon in

for approximately two -
year and approximately
school year: devoted Lo
the resource room.

Other methods of Valldatlng progress were utlllzed in the

resource programs.

At the rural elementary school daily

and weekly charts were maintained for spelling, oral read-

ing, word attack skills,

arithmetic and behavior.
teacher at the junior hlgh school used charting of behavior .

One

and academic achievement in a, behavior modification point

system.-

Graphs and checklists were used to chart daily

progress cf chlldren in the. suburban elementary resource

program.

Progress was documented on the records of the chlldren as
‘dlfferences between pre- and posttestlng, behaviorail notes

39
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and,’or the daily or weekly grapﬁs”and charts. Evidénce of

progress was noted for 72 of the- 80 students at the junior
high schocl, 21 of the 23. cases at the rural ‘elementary,

and 73 of the 85 cases actively served at the suburban

. elementary resource program.

. The disposition of cases served in the resource program

was indicated in that®8 children were released from the
1un10r high program, with the assumptlon from behavioral
otes that the other 72 were carried over for service

next vear. At the suburban elementary school the dis-
position of cases was indicated for .69 of the 145 records
reviewed. Case 'summaries for 21 of the 23 records re-

viewed at the rural elementary school clearly detailed:

the dispos ition of cases.

tnnelusl NS and Recommendations
..4

Based on the results of the f1 1d testing the follow1ng
conclusions and recommendations dre made: .

[ C e

1. Records do not reflect the quality of a program. - The

quantitative review of the records must be supplemented by
other. sources of qualitative information in order to
Jetermine the effectiveness of a resource program. It is.
recommended that guestionnaires, interviews and observations
be used ro supplement the review of. records.

2. Teachers generally select a battery of tests and diag-
nostic instruments which are used for all children regard-
less of handicapping cendition. Wherz different tests
were used (Piers-Harris test for emot'onally ‘disturbed)"
the procedures appeared to be a formality with no logical
relationship between test results and treatment design. '

.This would seem to be a waste of teacher time and child

time which could have been better used for procedures such
as observation of an emotionally disturbed child. The
directed observations recorded by the Jjunior high school
personnel had greater relevance for the: techniques used

by the teachers in discipline and remedlatlon ‘than did the
test results. . It is recommended that for resource programs

which accomodate more than onée handicapping condition,

_cteachers should be given preservice and/or inservice.prep-

aration which will enable them to-individualize the diag-

nosis of each child regardiess of the. handicapping condition..

Teachers should not feel compelled to give tests for the

sole purpose of satisfying program evaluators.

.40
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3. Teachers need iime to maintain records and to develop
individnalized programs. The pressures of time were
evident for all teachers in the field- testing schools.

A caseload of 40. children {whicli was the expected ratio

for each_ teacher) requires that ‘an average of eight chil-

dren bhe, seon each honr in a .five-hour school day.. It is
unrealistir to eéxpect a resource teacher to lnleldua11/P

‘instruction for forty children, maintain records, attend

team meetings and consult with regular classroom teachers,
parents and ancillary personnel. Demands on teacher time
are likely to increase with the requirements of PL 94-142.-

1. "Resource teaﬂhhre thically have a standard inventory
of methois. and materials used in instructing handicapped
children. A manual of procedures for resource programs -

"should ba doq1aned ‘to . cnable ecach teacher to code this

inventoryv in oxder to: impliiy record keeping and to-

ntilize compnter programming. -It is recommended that an

attempt be made to standardirze procedures, but that no
attempt shonld be made to standardize teachers.

I-raluation of Process Model, - e

The proposed process model was evaluated in six areas:
1) wvalidity, 2) reliability, 3) usability, 4) objectivity,
5) discrimination. and 6) comprehensiveness. Revisions

"of the mndel were made as needed to meet these criteria

for a good measuremunt instrument.

Validity

The basic question to be answered with regard to validity
asks, "Dozs the process model really measure what it is
designed to measure?" The process model was .very sensitive
to quantitative data. 'The number -of cases reviewed and

the number of cases meeting the requirements of PL 94-142 -

. could be readily converted to percentages on the tabula-

tion form for record review. However, the qualitative

‘aspects such as attitude toward the program on the part:

of the child, ieqular classroom. teacher, parents and
anCillary personnel and the effectiveness of the- teach-
ing staff were not so readily determined. The question-
naires, interview,guides and observation report forms
were addad in order to increase the validity ¢f the model.

«
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Farms vsed by evaluators wers modified and adapted as a
resnlt of the field testing. The researchers wrote in
dates of referrals and relenscs and team meetings, the
evact tests and teachina matorials used, and the ancillary
personnel involved. It was ovident that decisions made
later on the bhasis of these data could have been made by
the evaluator at the time of the record review. For
example, the signed and dated release for testing was
2ither there or' not there; the time intervat between
rofoarral and team action was’ el;her less than a month,
longer tharn a month or not indicated. By using this
“procednre an evalunator should be -able to process forty
recosds in two hours. 1f a larger number of records is
invelved, thé‘namnllnq procedure should be used. Sampl-
ing a“yJ7d also _be used with the questlonnalres and
infgrv:;w~ in order. to accompllsh the evaluatlon w1th1n
a reazonahle novl\d of time. :

- Objectivit:
The guestion to be answered with regard to objectivity .
~asks, "Can evaluators control the subjective impressions®.
of a resource program based on prior knowledge of person-®
nel and procedures or contact with parents in order that
an objective evaluation may be made?" The researchers
discussed this topic among the personnel in the field
test’ing schools and also compared their subjective feel-
ings about the resource programs. The merit of a directed
ohservation ‘orm and the suggested questlonnalre and
interview guide ‘was evide >»nt.. Just being in the resource
room during the record reV1ew was an enlightening experi-
ence and created 1mpre531ons as to the-quality of the
program. Many of these impressions were clarified by the
discussion with rescurce peérsonnel prior to rev1ew1ng the
‘records._ For example, several of the students in the
jurxmr high school resource program wére living in resi-
den' ial placements because of severe behavior problems.
The discipline techniques were seen in a different context
for these students when compared with other. students in
the prcyram.. Some. of the residential placement\students
were squended or otherwise unavallable for follow-up-
testing. °

Use of the directed observation form and the interview
guidse and questionnaircs should control for objectivity.

TE i3 commended tha - personal data 1nformatlon on
resourcs teahher" and ancillary personnel not be obtained
prior to the staff preparation meeting in order that -
suhjccetive sxpectatinons on the part of the evaluators

.
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CJomprehénsivennss

The question to be answersd in regard to comprehensiveness .
asks, "Does the process madel cover all important areas
to be included in making a ‘decision as to the effective-
ness of the resource program?" It was obvious as the
Fisid testing progressed that the model needed to be
cxpanded to include input from many sources. The pro-
c2dures utilized should include: 1) the record review,
2} reports from arcillarv personnel, 3) quesionnaires
cormpleted by parents, 4) qrestionnaires completed by
classroom teachers, 5) interviews with children in the
rrogram, and 6) ohservations of resource room inter-
actions. When data from all sources are compiled to

‘arswar the basic questions in writing the final revort,

tha guestion of cemprebensiveness should be satisfactor-
1l answacod, ' ' ’ '
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PARENT QUESTIQNNAIRE

Child's NA£€”L School ’ I

- \- ' ) ’ ) . e

Address . ' Date

“We in the  School District are asking a selected
umber of parents to respond to this brief questionnaire. It will
,‘"help us in evaluating the present, effectiveness of our special pro=
grams and give us suggestions which might be used to further strengthen’
our assistance to children. Please fill out the questions tonight and
return the form in the enclosed self-addressed envelope.

Thank you,
1. 1Is your Chlld now hav1ng, or has he had in the last two years, some
. difficulties in school? Yes  No__ . 1If the answer is yes,

please respond to. the rest of the questionnalre.

fv . 2. Who from the school informed you that your child had difficulties?

. 3. Who from the school helped you understand *he nature of the dif- .

ficulties? (Please give name and/or title ‘of the person or personms. )

¥

4. .¥hich people in the:schgpl do you talk with? How often?

- 5. Were you notifled that you1 «child would receive indlvidual test-
1ng’7 o il :.:1.:_‘

»
Ay

¢ - ‘6. Were test results discussed with you? __ If yes, by whom?

?7, Were special programs for yeur cﬁild discdssed with you?

If yes,

by whom? - o
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10.

12.

!

Please check the appropriate line concernlng a plannlng conference

abouf your ch

a. I-was-

_about

plans
b. I did
I was
c. I par

helpi
“dicat

Please indica
special help

a. He likes
b. He feels

‘c. He likes
-not much

d.J.He~feels
at all =~

If you had yo
(check one)

a. -In th

1ld

not asked to be 1nvolved in a planning conference
my child and I wasa't 1nformed of the school's
to help my child.

not attend’ a planning conference about my child but
told what the school's plans were to help my child.

tlclpated in a plannlng conference about ways of
ng my- child. (If.thls line is checked, please in-
e who attended the conference: .)

te with a check the feelings of your ch11d about the
he is rece1v1ng at school.

o

school very much somewhat_- not much .

3

he is doing very well satisfactorily poorly- -

the people who work w1th him very much somewhat
isolated and/cr.looked down on by his“friends. ~Not
_somewhat very much .

ur preference, you would like to see your ch11d

e regular classroom getting the regular program.

b. -In the regular classroom getting special assistance.

c. In the regular classroom some of the time but with periods

where he would leave to get special help from a resource
program (special materlals, testing, counsellng, etc.).

What ‘changes

has received

have you noticed in your child s behav1or since he
speclal assistance?

As a summary

/

of your feelings about the school, indicate the

degree of .your satisfaction on the following check_list:

k]
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a. The"analysis the school made about your child's difficulties. -
Very satisfied . Generally satisfied ___: 'Only partly.
satisfied . Not at all satisfied L

b. The special assistance the school has glven you and your

child. =
Very satisfied . Generally satlsfied . Only partly
satisfied . Not at all satlsfled '

c. The two-way communlgatlon between you and the school people.
Very.-satisfied .- Generally satisfied . Only" partly

-

satisfied ____.“ Not at all satisfied

d.- " The academic  progress of gyour child.
Very satisfied . Generally satisfied . Only partly
"satisfied . Not at all satisfied . o

.

"he emotional adjustment of your child.

Very satisfied . Generally satisfied . Oniy partly
, satisfied . Not at all satmsfled . ‘
13. What do you and your child like most‘about the resoh:ce program?
s 14. What do you and your child like least about the feso@rce program?-
I
,"J <
|
. /
_’/,/f/"' ) ) ] - o
(5 . »’ o .'
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g7 ST A C " -
/ ' ' KLA&SROOM TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
Nume of Twnghbr“7  _;“MM_ e " vat
Name of Child [ . ~ 3chool N
1. '91a Yo ~Feﬁ this chi. d for resource ~rogram help” ' If
Ve, Wers vy satisfied with the results of your. referral?
f? wu; o oy ld the referral have been improved?

; "=/nut vefer the: thld for resdurce help, how did the
child gucrintq“*ﬁé e OuLc program7 '

¢

2 lnveTTddesin o team meeting regarding this child
. cntld i the resource program this school year?
Jwas it oo oworthwhile experience? = If not, how could

Ehe erience bi improved? » _ -
e have the results of testing this-child beefi discussed with you?
: 1Y wes, was the information helpful to you’j, - If not, -

'Séw uO!J! th prntcdure be imroved?
5. Has Lhu resource teacher planred the child's program with- you7
TRy LR Lf vyes, have you been abie to follow through with ‘the
o plan? 1f not, How could the plan have been improved?

~—l

6. . Has Chq'child shown improvement since being in the resource
program?  If yes, in what way(s)7 R . -

Tf WoL. what do vou think is the problem?

; A ,w13t7aré the strengths of the resource program?
o . .
. - o \‘
e Bl What d[“ your suggestions for improv1ng the resource program in
T .\04"( K(L'Oul\ uft] d1bfrl(‘t.7
<
o bl B ] <}
£ ’ ° <
P .~
retbirn o omplctgﬂ,qucstiannai e¢-to
': s . Coa _.; o
’ -
- T
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" ANCILLARY SERVICES QUESTIONNAIRE |

T L " Name of person completlng questionnalre

'P051t10n with- dlstrlct

C Name -of child / ' " Date_
1. ‘why wasktheschild referred to you? :
. 2. Describe the child's problems as you see them. :
'3.  <How many'timeé and how often have you seen the child? -
\\\\\ I/ quc*flcally, what objectives d1d you have for meeting with
: tl I ? !
1is child? | A _
N 5. Deseribe the child"s performsncé as~y-¢5_'u~ have met with the ‘child?
6. qDGClTlCdl]y,lwhat methods and materials did you use with the
child? :
7. Have . you documented the child's performance? How and where? -
- 8. Have you accomplished the objectives stated in question #4?
T~ If not, what are your plans for the future? _ /
9. Have voi met wlth other famlly members’ - If yes, what was
the purpose’ of: your meeting? ) - F—
. . /
How many timeés and how often have you met with. family &embers?
) : ) : S S /- :
Did vou meet at the home, school, or'where? : .j
10. Have you accomplzshed your purpose in meeting with famlly
membets? If not, what are _your plans for the,future’
—_— ’ ! _
11. ‘Have you.met with other school personnel regardlng this chlld’
1f ves, what was the purpose of the mentlng’
- With whom have you met?]
How many cimes, how ofﬁen and where have you met? ;'
12. Have you accomplished 'your purpose in meeting with other school
.personnel regardlng this chlld’ If not, what are your plans'
for the fiitur¥?: ) . ot i
13. Comments on’ the!strengths and needs of the school re%ource

. program in whth thls child is enrolled. . :

i

Return completed questionnaire to
. ¢ L . N ‘. .

_ o . /
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Name

RESOURCE TEACHER OUFS UTONNAIRE

Date

Schohl.mw_ o District :

.

Plequ coun; lLLt the xolLOWLng questions w1th regard to your resource

7

PTONTAm.
prog

1

L.

.0

B~

LN ~

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~In your +listrict? , oo , .

How do von hxnilh each of the following procedures with regard

Loon .hrld who mly be - a potentlal or an active member of your .
roesource wlass? . - s '

weRETETTAL : Yo

Refeasgs Lron parents

¢. aureening
d.  Toam meeting '
v Diavnoaie

G Gedls or skills to be developed

Strategivs of instruction

h. Vrogress reporting

Witat rouovds 4o you keep on the children in your program?

What' differences, 1f any, are there among procedures for Mentally

Retarced, Learning Disabled, Emotionally Handicapped Communlcation
DluOTdCFOd Motor Handlcapped and any other types of handlcap

,wnlth you serve’ in your program7 o -

What uertification(s) do you hold?

7z
What courses have you taken to prepare for the p051t10n of

. resource teacher?

How 1ong nave you taught? _—__ In the resource program? -

What do vou see as the strengths of the resource program in
your schnod? ' )

. In your district?

What suggcqtlons do yOu have for 1mprov1ng the resource program

in your school?

What information would you like to be certain that the evaluator
considars in determining the efféctiveness of your resource program?

‘54



CHILD INTERVIEW GUIDE

Name of Child_ o a Date
_ Classroom Teacher ' : Resource Teacher
~ Name of Interviewer T School

R s‘:, ?

Describe setting for interview (regular classroom, resource room,
office, hall) and how the child was chosen for the interview.

o 1. Tell me what you do in school each day. (Review from,time child
o comes in morning until he goes home in afternoon )

2. What is the best thing you do each day_ln SChool’ . What do you
_llke least? ,

3. Tell me about youf teachers, (If a .child does not mention.
resource teacher, prompt hlm by asking if he does some things
with [ name ~ ].)

4. How do you' feel about the things you do with ( resource teacher )7

5. Are yua learnlng new thlngs or does he/she help you with what

you are doing with’ your other teacher(s)7

6.  Are you able to do-the work in the classroom bétter after you
have worked with ( resource teacher )? If yes, what can you
do better? E

7. Does your classroom teacher help you with work that is hard?
If yes, how?

8. How do you feel about school?
f'& 9. Could school be made better for you7 If yes, in what
way(s) _ .
Comments:

U PR

Return completed interview form to

" - S 85 e




- Cbmpleted Observatlon Report to be returned to

OBSERVATION RECORD

Team Meeting

Ohserver;_~;ha_ . . . Date

aPrngram dhservhd:' ) ' Setting:

Nistyiet S e _ ‘Teacher with chil@ren
Sehaol (number)

Teacher .

Parent Conferance

Other
Desecribe other relevant factors, such as time of day, category of.
handicap of children involved, activity underway, materials in use,
other adults present.
1. »The %Lructure o - - . ';”‘ : Yes. No

a.. Did (child)’ (parent) (team) appear to know
: what was expected?
Was preparation for the activity. evident?
Was .inappropriate behavior dealt with effectively’
Were the participants interested and involved?
Was the activity productive (did learning take
- place, did participants experience satisfaction)?

oA o

|

2. The Teacher

a,- Was the teacher enthu51ast1c° :

-b. Was the re1at10nship between the teacher and
others (child, parent team) conducive to the
task at’hand? : :

c.  Did the teacher seem to enjoy what was g01ng ou?

,d,‘ Was the teacher s energy ‘evel adequate”

|

Jll

3. The Child

a. Were the methods and materials used suitable for
the child's primary handicap (academic or percep-
. tual-motor for LD, social-emotional for EH, etc.)?
b. Was the child involved in evaluating his progress? .
c.- Did .the child benefit from the 1nstruction ' "
 received? o
d. Did ‘the child seem to be comfortable in the
_ resource setting? : o
e. Did .the child receive 1nd1vidualized emphasis
aswell as group 1nvolvement‘7

e

|11
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’ ‘ . . TABULATION OF DATA
- ) FROM REVIEW OF RECORDS

Program Being Evaluated:
Child
" School
District
Other

Referral
Documented

Date
Name of Evaluator
Number of Cases Reviewed:

0

LD EMR ER CD___ MH

Records Meeting Requirement

LD ‘EH CD EMR MH

.Source Indicated

Classroom Teacher' Involved

Form Properly Completed

Reason Indicated

Proper Steps Followed

Prompt Action

Releases
-Properly Completed

‘Appropriate Language .

Covered All Actions.

Evaluation

Confidential Information

Placement

Completed Prior to Action

~ Parents Notified of Action

Placement Indicated

- ) Scréening

Ancillary Personnel Involved

Reports Complete

Related to Referral: Reason

' Comnonalities Considered

Team Meeting
Documented in Child's Case

Input to Justify -‘lacewment

Categor1y Indicated

Eligibility Standards Mzt

Leas: Restrictive Placement

Parents Involved

Child Involved When Possible

Diagnosis :
Sufficient and R:levant

Appropriate ro Child's Culture

Strengths and Needs Indicated

Educationally_Relevant“

EMC ' S -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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_ ‘ 2  TABULATION OF DATA
e ' : FROM REVIEW OF RECORDS
: " . Page 2 _ ' C.

~

~ Goals or Skills to be Developed o _LD: EH Ch - EMR .
' ‘Long-Range Indicated -

¢ ‘ Short-Range Indicated
o Related to Handicap (Primary)

Related to Handicap (Secondary)

Related to Classroom Needs

Specific Behavior Indicated

Level of Performance

Conditions of Learning l -

Dates for Goal Selection

Anticipated Dates of Mastery

Team Involvement

Strategies
T Individualized Plan -

Methods Related to Handicap

" Materials Related to Handicap ) v

Provision for Transfer

" Progress.

Documented Procedure

Reports to Parents

Reports to Classroom Teacher

Reports to Child

Attendance Records Complete

Future Plans Indicated

-Referral to Ancillary Personnel

Comments:

~

Percentages Computed: .

w_ .. EH - o FMR . MH
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Ancilfary
Personnel

Source
of
.
Data

Team
Involvement
T

TABULATION OF. DATA FROM
QUESTIONNAIRES AND INTERVIEWS

Individualized
‘Programming

Attitude Toward
Program

Improvemént“gfw
Child

Yes

No

Yes No

.qui-
tive

Nega-
tive

Resource \

Program

Il
|Home

Class-
room

u

Parent
Questionnaires

'

\

v

!

\

TOTAL - .

Classroom
Teaocher

Juestionnaires

N

[}
o
=
ol
)

Questionnaires
N

Child
Interview
Guides

TOTAL

*N is the number.of instruments used ir-tabulation
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